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TO  THE 

1 

J 

OF  THE 


LIVERPOOL 

FINANCIAL  PiEFORM 


ASSOCIATION. 


BY  BRUTUS  BEITANNICUS. 


< : 


y 

h 


J 


TO  THE 


(r* 


PRESIDENT  AND  MEMBERS 


OF  THE 


LIVERPOOL  FINANCIAL  REFORM  ASSOCIATION. 


Gentlemen, 

The  immense  advantage  of  the  papers  issued  by  your 
Association,  imparting  much  instruction  on  public  affairs,  of  which  the 
general  body  of  the  people  would  otherwise  have  remained  ignorant, 
gives  me  confidence  in  addressing  you  upon  a subject  recently  brought 
forward  in  the  Telegraph:' 

I allude  to  the  Redemption  of  the  Duke  of  Grafton’s  Pension, 
that  shameful  monument  of  profligacy  and  immorality  in  a past  age,  by 
which  that  nobleman  has  received  £193,777  13^.  2d.  as  an  equivalent 
for  one  of  his  pensions,  viz  : £7,191  12s.  on  the  Excise,  there  havino- 
already  been  paid  to  himself  and  predecessors  for  183  years,  money 
on  account  of  this  and  other  pensions,  which,  if  employed  at  compound 
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i iterest  for  that  period  at  4 per  cent,  only,  would  have  accumulated  to 
a sum  equal  to  half  the  National  Debt! 

This  Redemption  took  place  in  1856;  and  came  only  accidentally 
a 3ross  my  investigation.  I believe  it  to  be  a violation  of  the  constitu- 
t on  ; and  if  so,  is  certainly  worthy  of  being  thoroughly  investigated 
b 7 your  Association,  so  that  every  available  means  may  be  strenuously 
t;  ken,  in  order  to  vindicate  our  rights  in  this  matter. 

First  I would  impress  on  you,  that  the  Treasury  Minute  authorising 
piymentis  dated  22nd  January,  1856,  and  that  the  amount  has  been 
p lid  without  any  special  Act  of  Parliament ; for  if  even  the  payment 
b 5 considered  as  sanctioned,  or  rather  passed  over  by  the  House  of 
C omraons,  in  the  few  erratic,  and  by  no  means  definitive,  observations 
u )on  it,  in  April,  1856,  such  sanction  could  not  have  been  given  before 
tl  e end  of  that  month  ; consequently  its  legalisation,  if  it  exists  at  all, 
cm  but  have  been  ex  post  facto,  the  payment  having  been  previously 
m ado.  It  therefore,  although  more  than  three  years  are  expired,  still 
requires  open  confirmation  in  Parliament. 

In  obtaining  such  confirmation,  an  opportunity  will  be  afforded  to 
0]  pose  it. 

In  the  iecond  place,  supposing  the  claim  of  the  Duke  to  be  just, 
tl  e terms  are  much  too  high.  The  principle  in  valuing  pensions  is 
m turally  founded,  as  it  ought  to  be,  on  the  price  of  the  public  funds. 

In  proof  that  this  was  the  acknowledged  principle,  I refer  you  to  the 
T -easury  Minute  of  13th  May,  1853,  page  3,  ’■'‘Hereditary  Pensions 
Pnlemption,"  where  in  speaking  of  Mr.  Gueewood’s  Memorandum, 
regarding  Lord  Melbourne’s  pension,  in  1826,  and  those  of  the 
E.lRL  Cowper,  in  1853,  it  says  “ The  prices  of  the  public  funds  at 
“ I ach  period  xcere  duly  considered'' ; and  in  page  4,  continuing  to 
allude  to  this  principle,  when  it  says  ’’and  as  the  price  of  stock  has  not 
” naterially  varied  since  the  commencement  of  the  past  month,  the 
“ ] (resent  offer  is  somewhat  less  to  the  advantage  of  the  public  than  that 
“locently  accepted;  nevertheless  my  Lords  consider  that  it  will  be 


” advisable  to  conclude  the  purchase  on  the  terms  proposed.”  Thus  it  is 
clearly  established,  that  the  price  of  the  public  funds  was  confessedly 
the  basis  of  value  for  such  pensions.  Why  this  paramount  principle 
should  be  relinquished,  has  yet  to  be  explained  by  the  parties  engaged 
in  the  aflfair.  Let  me  now  shew  that  it  has  not  been  employed  in  the 
case  of  the  Duke  op  Grafton’s  Redemption. 

In  the  same  Report  concerning  this  matter,  are  the  following  words  ; 
“ The  redemption  money  was  calculated  at  26  yVisV,  year’s  purchase  of 
“ the  net  pension,  that  being  the  rate  at  which  Earl  Cowper’s  pension, 
“charged  on  the  Excise  Revenue,  was  purchased  in  1853.” 

Now  let  it  be  remarked  in  the  case  before  us,  that  precedent  has  here 
in  a sophistical  manner  been  allowed  to  sway,  in  preference  to  principle. 

The  nominal  price  given  in  1853  was  taken  at  26. 945  year’s  purchase, 
and  the  just  principle,  its  value  in  Z per  cent.  Consols,  abandoned! 

This  act  of  injustice  is  demonstrated  by  the  following  circumstance  : 
When  the  Duke  op  Grafton’s  pension  was  redeemed,  the  price  of 
Consols  Avas  89|,  ’so  that  if  the  rate  of  Earl  Co'vvper’s  redemption 
was  to  be  followed,  it  ought  to  have  been  24yL9^oj  not  26yVoV 
years’  purchase,  by  which  the  Duke  would  have  received  £193,777* 
135.  2d.  3 per  cent.  Consols,  instead  of  £193,777  money,  being  a 
difference  in  favor  of  the  Duke  of  £22,131  Consols,  or  £19,862  money, 
so  that  the  rate  of  redemption  of  Earl  Cowper’s  pension,  is  not  the 
rate  at  which  the  Duke  of  Grafton’s  has  been  redeemed. 

The  Report  may  therefore  positively  be  pronounced  incorrect ! 

In  that  deviation  in  principle,  so  prejudicial  to  the  Nation,  I would 
not  for  a moment  impugn  the  moral  integrity  of  the  parties  who  had 
officially  to  do  with  the  transaction ; yet  I cannot  help  calling  in  ques- 
tion, their  diligent  sagacity.  Such  affairs  ought  certainly  not  to  be  so 
precariously  placed,  that  a palpable  error  in  judgment  of  this  magnitude 
should  ever  exist. 

The  more  readily  to  shew  the  position  of  these  redemptions  I submit 
the  following  statement ; 
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Table  of  the  various  pensions  mentioned  in  the  Eeturn  to  the  order  of  the  Honorable  the  House  of  Commons, 
dated  27th  May,  1856,  shewing  the  comparative  difference  in  the  rate  of  redemption  of  each,  and  the  rate 
of  year  s purchase  in  3 per  cent.  Consols,  the  price  of  which  being  tbe  recognised  basis  of  their  value. 


On  the  first  of  these  redemptions,  Lord  Melbourne’s  (being  so 
remote,)  I will  not  speak;  the  small  reduction  between  the  pension,  and 
the  income  derived  from  its  equivalent,  merely  shews  that  such  matters 
at  the  time  had  not  sufficient  attention  from  the  public.  As  regards 
the  second,  to  Larl  Cowper  it  would  seem,  as  if  that  Nobleman  on 
finding  the  terms  on  which  he  had  obtained  the  first  redemption  in  1853, 
so  easily  granted,  had,  in  reference  to  his  other  pension,  the  third  on 
the  list,  endeavoured  to  obtain  more  for  it,  in  which  he  succeeded.  But 
in  respect  to  the  last,  that  of  the  Duke  of  Grafton,  there  seems  to  be 
something  of  a rapacity  too  outrageous  to  be  tolerated,  for  he  has 
thereby  received  £19,862  money  more  than  he  ought  upon  the  scale  of 
Earl  Cowpeh’s  last  redemption.  This,  however,  is  not  the  only  thing 
in  this  reprehensible  affair.  In  the  account  of  the  Excise  Revenues  to 
31st  March,  1856,  there  appears  conjointly  with  the  redemption  money 
£7191.  12s.,  which  is  presumed  to  be  the  pension  of  the  Duke  for  the 
year  1856.  As  the  Treasury  ^Minute  wherein  the  payment  of  the 
redemption  money  is  dated  22nd  January,  1856,  the  Duke  ought  not 
to  have  received  the  whole  of  the  pension  for  that  year ; and  supposing 
it  entirely  to  be  due  to  him  on  the  5th  January,  and  that  by  Law  ho 
might  consequently  take  the  whole,  this  sum  in  Equity  undoubtedly 
ought  to  have  been  taken  into  consideration  as  part  of  the  purchase 
money;  especially  as  the  negotiation  for  the  price  appears  to  have  been 
commenced,  and  perhaps  concluded  on  the  21st  August,  1855.  By  this 
the  Duke  has  obtained  the  income  twice  over  for  the  year  1856 ; first 
in  the  pension,  secondly,  from  the  proceeds  of  the  redemption  money, 

I may  therefore  fairly  add £7,191  12^.  Oc?. 

less  the  allowance  for  seventeen  days  from  the  5th  to 

22nd  January 334  19  0 


To  the  excess  in  payment,  viz. : 


Making  together 


334  19  0 

6,856  13  0 

19,862  0 0 
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/Vhlch  sum  has  been  received  more  than  the  value  at  26.  945  years 
mrchase,  taking  the  value  of  Consols  into  consideration,  being  actually 
it  27.  898  year’s  purchase  in  money,  which  would  make  his  income 
: rom  the  redemption  money,  if  laid  out  in  Consols  at  the  price  of  89|, 
£6706.  8s.  Sd.,  being  only  a reduction  of  income  of  £iS5.  3s.  Ad.  free 
or  ever  from  parliamentary  control,  whereas  the  Earl  Cowper’s  pension 
)f  £1595.  16s.  suffered  in  reduction  £305.  16s. ; the  one  being  6|  per 
;ent.,  the  other  19^  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  pension.  How  can  they 
jossibly  be  said  to  have  been  reduced  at  the  same  rate  ? These  points 
ipply  equally  to  other  redeemed  pensions,  on  which  for  the  present  my 
•emarks  are  deferred. 

This  it  must  be  confessed  is  a sad  pictur<3 ; but  even  this  loss  of 
public  money  in  such  a case,  is  nothing  compared  with  the  important 
orinciple  involved  by  these  improprieties. 

That  our  representatives  have  the  power  of  supervision  and  control 
Dver  such  payments  is  thereby  completely  set  aside  ; and  it  is  to  this 
mportant  principle  that  I implore  the  Association  to  direct  its  atten- 
tion. What  ought  to  be  done  ? Eeform  the  House  of  Commons,  for 
we  know  too  well  its  present  preponderating  influence  is  naturally 
inclined  to  look  favorably  on  such  failings. 

Yet  we  must  not  in  this  question  wait  for  that  Reform  ; appeal  must 
be  made  to  the  House,  for  there  arc  still  “ some  righteous  in  the  city 
our  duty  therefore  enjoins  us  to  have  recourse  to  the  few,  rather  than 
the  many.  Place  the  matter  plainly  and  honestly  before  the  House, 
and  there  may  yet  be  a hope  that  we  may  not  have  this  pension  thus 
entailed  upon  us  for  ever. 

In  private  matters,  whenever  property  has  been  unfairly  obtained,  a 
suit  in  Chancery  will  often  bring  it  back  to  its  rightful  owner. 

Ought  the  nation  to  be  in  a worse  position  than  an  individual  ? 

I contend,  as  tax  payers  we  have  a right  to  complain  in  the  flrst 
instance  as  I have  shewn,  that  the  money  has  been  obtained  without 
the  special  authority  of  Parliament.  Secondly,  even  supposing  the 
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pension  to  have  been  a legitimate  claim  upon  the  country,  which  is 
denied,  that  the  price  has  been  unfairly  estimated  and  even  contrary 
to  precedent.  If  this  question  drop,  we  may  never  again  have  so  palpa- 
ble a case  ; although  there  are  hundreds  of  others,  not  of  the  same 
importance  nor  so  burthensome  in  their  operation,  we  may  not  find  one 
like  the  present,  which  can  so  completely  defy  the  sophistry,  falsehood, 
or  impudence,  too  frequently  on  such  occasions  brought  into  play  by  the 
opponents  of  every  just  and  rational  appeal  for  relief.  Much  credit  is 
already  due  to  you.  Gentlemen  of  this  Association,  for  your  labours ; let 
me  exhort  you  to  continue  them  on  this  question. 

Let  every  constituent  communicate  with  his  representative  ; let  him 
impress  upon  him  to  move  for  a Committee  in  the  Commons,  to  investi- 
gate the  legality  of  this  monstrous  payment,  and  for  the  present  to  keep 
to  this  one  point,  for  if  we  succeed  in  recovering  so  large  a sum,  there 
is  reason  to  hope  we  may  obtain  enfranchisement  from  the  unjust 
thraldom,  in  which  precedent  and  reckless  extravagance  now  hold  us. 

The  right  to  control  the  public  money,  certainly  ought  to  be  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 

Let  us  preserve  that  right  which  we  have  received  from  our  fore- 
fathers, and  transmit  it  unsullied  to  our  descendants,  and  finally  from 
motives  of  self  interest,  let  us  at  any  rate  have  a regard  for  our  pockets. 
The  case  is  now  in  your  liands,  after  perusal  of  this  letter,  a fresh 
responsibility  will  rest  upon  you.  Neglect  it  not,  for  the  sake  of  your- 
selves and  your  children. 


I remain,  Gentlemen, 


Yours  respectfully, 


BRUTUS  BRITANNICUS. 


London^  VI th  November,  1859. 
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‘■iNCE  tho  above  was  written,  it  has  been  accidentally  discovered  by 
tie  author,  much  to  his  vexation,  that  in  1856  there  is  a further  charge 
f)r  Redemption  of  Hereditary  Pensions  of  £91,181  17s.  Id.  This 
i iformation  was  derived  from  the  Parliamentary  Return  entitled  “ Puhlio 
Income  and  Expenditure, No.  32,  being  an  account  for  tho  last  three- 
quarters  ending  31st  December,  1856,  which  was  moved  for  by 
Discount  Monck,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  on  the  10th  February, 
1857. 

What  the  pensions  thus  redeemed  are,  cannot  at  present  bo  dis- 
c )vered  : perhaps  they  may  bo  some  of  the  other  pensions  of  tho  Duke 
c V Grafton,  alluded  to  in  the  above  letter. 


No  matter  for  which,  this  immense  sum  has  been  paid  ; it  forms  with 
the  previous  payment  of  £213,177  Is.  2d.  in  tho  first  quarter  of  1856, 
a total  of  £301,358  18s.  9d.,  which  has  been  paid  without  the  open 
sanction  of  the  House  of  Commons  ! 

If,  therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  the  matter  was  recommended  to  the 
a tention  of  the  Liverpool  Financial  Reform  Association,  how  much 
n ore  is  its  importance  enhanced,  when  it  is  discovered  that  the  evil 
p 'ocoss  of  such  redemption  was  still  continuing  in  1856,  and  probably 
is  going  on  at  the  present  time. 

The  writer  of  tho  foregoing  letter  was  told  by  parties  concerned  in 
tl  e Liverpool  Financial  Reform  Association,  that  it  would  be  considered 
ir  ipolitic  to  move  now  on  this  subject,  seeing  that  all  its  endeavours 
ought  to  be  concentrated  for  obtaining  a Reform  in  the  House  of 
Cnnmons;  that  task  being  of  itself  so  onerous  should  not  be  clogged 
w ith  any  extraneous  matter.  The  investigation  of  this  important  affair, 
h«  wever,  cannot  be  considered  extraneous  : it  is  of  so  reprehensible  a 
cl  aracter,  that  it  needs  only  to  be  properly  brought  to  light  in  order  to 
es  tablish  palpably  the  very  necessity  of  a Reform  in  the  House  of 
C mmons. 


U 

The  recommendations  are  therefore  repeated  to  promote  this  enquiry, 
and  to  urge  such  Members  of  Parliament,  who  belong  to  the  Association, 
to  move  for  the  following 


1st.— For  returns  of  particulars  of  the  Hereditary  Pensions  redeemed, 
with  the  £91,131  17^.  Id.  included  in  the  last  quarter’s  account 
of  1856,  similar  to  the  account  moved  for  by  Mr.  Williams, 
ordered  to  be  printed  on  2nd  June,  1856,  for  the  former  sum  of 
£213,177  U.  2d.  No.  250. 

2nd.— For  the  appointment  of  a Committee  to  examine  into  the 
legality  of  the  said  payments  ; and  in  case  of  this  being  over- 
ruled, 

gi-d. To  ask  in  the  House,  by  what  authority  these  payments  have 

been  made,  and  if  there  be  no  valid  authority  to  take  proper 
steps  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  thus  improperly  obtained. 


Three  years  have  elapsed  since  the  money  was  paid;  so  not  a moment  s 
delay  can  be  admitted.  Every  subscriber  to  the  Association  should 
make  it  his  duty  to  communicate  on  the  subject  with  his  representative, 
(if  he  have  one,)  ascertaining  his  views  on  the  subject,  and  inducing 

him  to  support  the  enquiry. 

Of  other  pensions,  something  perhaps  however  feeble  may  be  uiged 
in  extenuation,  but  what  can  morally  be  said  of  this  premium  on 
immorality  received  by  the  Dukes  of  Grafton  ? Nothing  except 


Treasury  for  183  years,  ought  to  be  considered  as  time  honored  and 
allowed  to  pass. 

Against  this  it  may  be  said,  that  although  "wo  are  certain  that  the 
money  has  been  regularly  paid  every  year,  there  is  every  reason  to  doubt 
that  it  was  sanctioned  by  Parliament,  for  the  all- penetrating  Junius, 


although  he  attacked  so  severely  and  even  minutely,  both  the  public  and 
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Drivate  character  of  the  then  Duke  of  Grapton,  never  once  alludes 
.0  these  shameful  pensions  ; and  being  then  unknown  to  the  public,  the 
payment  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  duly  sanctioned.  Thus,  even 
mch  trifling  pretext  cannot  be  adopted,  and  there  can  consequently  be 
10  excuse  whatever  for  their  continuance,  still  less  for  their  redemption. 
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The  following  letter  appeared  in  the  “ Daily  Telegraph  ” on  the  26th 
November  last,  which  is  also  recommended  to  the  attention  of  the 

advocates  of  Mr.  Bright’s  propositions  : — 


MR.  BRIGHT  AND  THE  “TIMES.” 


To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Daily  Telegraph^ 

Sir, 

I once  knew  a man,  whose  moral  character  was  not  of  the  first  quality, 
who  was  in  the  habit  of  saying  that  he  did  not  care  how  many  lies 
people  told  of  him,  for  he  could  rebut  them  ; but  what  he  disliked  most 
was  to  hear  the  truth.  It  is  exactly  in  like  manner  that  the  party 
antagonistic  to  any  important  change  in  the  present  fiscal  system,  is  so 
truly  sensitive  whenever  the  least  mention  is  made  of  a desire  to  substi- 
tute direct  for  indirect  taxation.  Thus  the  Tme^-which  may  be  con- 
sidered the  organ  of  such  party— lays  hold  with  particular  virulence  on 
a portion  of  Mr.  Bright’s  recent  speech  : “ there  is  something 
essentially  mean  and  singularly  cruel  in  the  way  in  which  the  taxation 

of  this  country  has  been  and  still  is  levied.’ 

The  Times  considers  these  words  as  tending  to  subvert  all  govern- 
ment. “They  were  intended,”  says  this  journal,  “to  persuade  the 
workmen  of  England  that  the  House  of  Commons  is  engaged  in  an 
organised  system  of  plundering  the  poor  for  the  ease  of  the  rich.  They 
were  therefore  pronounced  by  that  journal  to  be  “a  more  mischievous 
untruth  than  was  ever  uttered  by  a public  man  in  a free  country. 
Assertion  is  not  proof ; and  before  the  Times  applied  that  mendacious 
character  to  Mr.  Bright,  it  would  have  done  better  to  prove  him  worthy 
of  it.  For  my  own  part,  although  only  one  of  Mr.  Bright’s  “ ignorant 
followers,”  as  the  Times  designates  us,  I can  see  nothing  in  his  words 
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but  what  is  fully  to  be  justified;  for  is  it  not  mean  and  cruel  to  perpetuate 
the  collection  of  taxes  in  their  present  form,  the  bulk  of  which,  not- 
withstanding the  contrary  is  asserted  by  the  Times,  is  paid  by  the  lower 
orders?  Is  it  not  mean  and  cruel  to  place  stamp  duties  in  a higher 
proportion  on  small  amounts  of  personal  property  on  probates  and 
administrations  than  on  those  of  larger  consideration?  Is  it  not  mean, 
excessively  mean,  to  avoid  probate  duty  altogether  on  real  estatb  ? Is 
it  not  mean,  under  a pretence  of  fairly  equalising  taxes  on  property,  to 
-ifFix  succession  duty  on  real  estate,  which,  in  fact,  is  not  much  more 
than  a third  part  of  that  borne  by  personalty?  Is  it  not  truly  mean  and 
iruel  to  take  from  the  artisan  or  clerk  of  ,€200  per  annum  the  same  rate 
)f  income-tax  as  upon  the  income  of  the  titled  nobleman  in  possession  of 
€100,000  per  annum?  Finally,  is  it  not  mean  and  cruel  to  abstract  from 
die  working  man,  receiving  20s.  per  week,  4s.  by  taxes  and  their  conse- 
quents, while  the  aristocracy,  for  land-tax,  in  many  cases  pay,  perhaps, 
lot  a farthing  in  the  pound— and  that,  moreover,  while  the  law  is  still 
mrepealed  whereby  they  ought  to  pay  4s.  in  the  pound  ? Mark  the 
vords  above— “still  unrepealed.”  Come  forth,  you  dogmatic  Times; 
ell  me  I lie,  as  well  as  Mr.  Bbioht,  if  you  dare  ! If  the  direction  of 
^ ^our  attention  to  these  things  be  properly  placed,  and  such  imperfections 
I lan  be  substantiated,  truly  Mr.  Bright’s  observations  are  not  what  the 
rimes  has  described  them  to  be,  “ a most  mischievous  untruth.” 

They  are,  I am  sorry  to  say,  uncontrovertibly  established.  The 
1 hunders  of  the  Times  may  be  well  received  by  those  who  are  in  the 
< njoyment  of  these  unfair  preferences  in  taxation.  But,  be  assured,  the 
“ignorant  followers”  of  Mr.  Bright  are  not  the  noodles  this  journal 
^ rould  have  its  readers  imagine.  They  have  begun  already  to  think  for 
1 hemselves ; they  are  not  to  be  led  by  the  nose,  as  so  many  readers  of 
the  leading  journal  are.  They  are  capable  of  forming  an  opinion  of 
their  own;  and  until  the  Times  can  show  that  those  “mean  and  cruel” 
jTactices  just  referred  to  in  the  present  taxation  do  not  exist,  it  ought 
in  justice  to  withdraw  its  false  assertion  upon  Mr,  Bright’s  remarks. 
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As  to  the  observation  of  theT’mzc^on  the  same  article,  that  “ the  richest 
son  of  Mammon  cannot  eat  a larger  loaf  or  a weightier  lump  of  beef 
than  the  poorest  London  starveling,  and  that  what  the  rich  man  cannot 
consume  himself  is  consumed  by  his  dependants,  his  servants,  and 
followers” — I have  the  Upper  Ten  Thousand  in  my  eye,  and  am  natur- 
ally led  to  inquire  how  many  servants  they  may  be  supposed  to  keep  ? 
How  many  shall  I say  ? Five,  ten,  twenty,  fifty  each,  perhaps — for  I 
would  not  be  below  the  mark.  Well,  say  fifty  each.  Fifty  times  ten 
thousand  is,  unluckily  for  the  Times,  only  500,000,  so  that  the  rich 
keep  half  a million  of  followers,  which,  by  the  reasoning  of  that  journal, 
is  considered  equivalent  to  the  twenty-six  millions  who  supply  the 
larger  portion  of  the  taxes  raised.  Truly,  this  mode  of  reasoning  is  too 
contemptible  for  a journal  that  arrogates  to  itself  that  it  leads  the  people. 
Be  assured,  the  “ignorant  followers”  of  Mr.  Bright  well  know  at  what 
rate  this  argument  ought  to  be  estimated. 


Nov.  25. 


I am  Sir,  yours,  &c, 

BRUTUS  BRITANNICUS. 


If  the  perusal  of  the  Tunes,  accusing  Mr.  Bright  of  falsehood,  givinq 
rise  to  the  above  letter,  excited  my  indignation,  how  much  more  did  it 
article  of  the  3rd  December,  relative  to  the  Liverpool  meeting  on  tin 
2nd,  create  in  me  feelings  of  contempt ; and  although  I believe  the  mas 
of  those  belonging  to  the  Liverpool  Financial  Reform  Association,  an 
not  in  the  habit  of  reading  or  paying  much  attention  to  the  writings  h 
that  Journal,  it  may  be  well  that  they  should  be  prepared  to  answe 
their  opponents,  who  consider  everything  the  Times  says  as  gospel,  b" 

giving  them  an  outline  of  its  scandalous  invective  on  Mr.  Bright’ 
speech  on  the  occasion. 

It  commences  by  modestly  arrogating  to  itself,  (being  so*  ardent  ii 
the  cause),  “ that  it  takes  very  great  pains  to  give  due  effect  to  an’ 
political  demonstration  that  the  Financial  Reformers  of  Liverpool  ma’ 
bring  forth.  The  Members  of  the  Association  assuredly  must  fee 


it  has  carried  out  tliis  principle.  First  then,  it  denounces  the  Meeting 
as  “ an  affair  ill  got  up,”  further,  that  “ everybody,  from  the  Chairman 
downwards,  was  indisposed,”  “that  the  apologies  were  countless,”  and 
finally,  that  “ on  the  platform  were  a few  old  fixtures,  who  would  have 
been  stereotyped,  but  that  there  were  not  half  the  usual  number.” 

The  avriter  then  with  a sneer  states  that  a pompous  address  was  to 
have  been  presented  io  three  distinguished  personages,  but  that  Mr.  Bkight 
had  to  perform  the  whole  trio ! Hoav  great  are  the  pains  the  Times  takes 
to  give  effect  to  such  a meeting!  Really,  the  poorer  classes,  who  are 
most  concerned  in  this  movement,  ought  also  to  be  grateful,  truly  grate- 
ful, to  the  patriotic  Times  for  them.  But  this  is  not  all : in  order  to 
prove  zeal  for  the  cause,  he  proclaims  the  speech  of  Mr.  Bright  as  one 
which  the  very  “wires  of  the  telegraph  must  have  blushed  to  convey  f 
that  “ the  staple  of  it  was  abuse  of  the  hoarsest  and  most  gusty  descrip- 
tion,” in  which  the  speaker  is  said  to  denounce  all  those  who  differ  from 
him  in  opinion  v&“liars,  rogues,  ignorant  small  minds,  of  loiv  morality, 
conspirators  against  the  commonweal,  and  a good  deal  more  xchich  does 
not  catch  the  eye  at  this  moment;'  all  -which  is  lamented  by  the  patriotic 
Times:  for,  says  the  writer,  “Adaoi  Smith  and  Mr.  McCulloch  are 
never  scurrilous  in  their  writings,  and  Mr.  Cobden  is  gentleness  itself;” 
but  as  for  Mr.  Bright,  it  is  really  shocking  !— >0  excellent,  moral,  and 
disinterested  Times! 

I read  this  leader,  and  wms  induced  afterwards  to  purchase  the  Times 
in  order  to  have  its  own  report  of  so  horrid  a speech. 

On  perusing  it  I was  surprised  to  find  nothing  Avhatever  that  would 
justify  such  malicious  observations.  There  was  no  “abuse,”  no  “hoarse, 
and  gusty  passion,”  nothing  about  “liars,  rogues,  ignorant  small  minds, 
etc.,  etc.,  etc. ; in  short,  the  observations  in  the  leader  of  that  paper  on 
the  subject  are  a perversion  of  the  truth,  which  will  be  best  known  by  a 
perusal  of  the  article  itself.  This  is  strongly  recommended  to  the 
members  of  the  Association,  by  which  they  will  be  able  to  put  a proper 
estimate  on  the  rabid  ebullitions  of  the  self-styled  leading  journal. 


